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' INTRODUCT IO )

This report c;gh's.ﬁftutes one in a serics on single-parent families. Thc
data in the vn.rious reports are drawn from, 3, longitudinal study of children
and their femilies in Ma.nhai‘:ten, New York City. The study is comprised of
two sa:ﬁpleé: a Cross-sectional sample of 103l+ families and a Welfare (£id

to Dependent Children) sample of 1000 families. In this report ve will, dis-

cuss the result., of several proflfu_ng techn_ques wh_lc,-h were recenth con-

ducted on the Welfare sample. Wh:Lle the f&.._’L_.J a.nd, child behavior prof:_leu

have a.]_ready been constructeél on the Cross-sectional sample, most of the

").
' s:Lngle-pa.rent femilies in that "anr_ple (22% in total) fell into one family

“type. However, since the Welfare Sample families were predaminantly single-

pa.rent in camposition (7 L,o) , family. profiling J_n this samwple offered an

-opportunity to investigate types of l?w— inccme si_ngle-pa:rent familize, The

behavi'c)r profiles of the children in these fanilies were also of interacst.
Ult:.ma’cely, the typologies developed in tbe two sarples will be ccmpared,

a.nd the Crogs~ sectlonal sample will provide v-a.luable baseline date. {or /tbe

~
!

« furthar study of the Welfare femily a.nd child typologies.

The empha.sm on single parents of lo;r incane has direct e.pnl:.,ablon to

a strong population trend which demands attention in the area of social plan-

ning and policy. That trend is the growing number of single-parent families,

and within that category, “the growj_ng mmber of single-parent families of low

v e .
sncamel’? - The growth of one-parent families since 1960 nes been seven

Y . -

times as fast as the traditional two-parent or nmuclear femily, and the nmum-

o ‘ - ) '
ber now stands at 4.2 million one-parent families, the grezt majority of
-Les .

which are headed by mothers, not’fathers. E_‘urther; "the 1872 median income

- for all femele-headed families was remarksbly low ($5,342) ccmpared with

the median income for all families ($11,116) in thc same year." 2
2 ' "




Whet then, is the nature of thls fa;.nly form, and wha.t are ‘the needsg
of the fam:n.ly members'? Vhat are the problems of children grow;.ng up in ’
fa.thezjle"" homes? Certa.iii]y existing research is not’ definitive or-these
points. It has been ‘assumed by maxny reﬂea::chers that the smglc-’oa.rent

fam:z.ly is less tha.n adequate , but even this aosumptlon <is debatable. As

.Herzog end Sudia® have pointed out,

The- fatherless home in the United States...deserves .

study as a family form in itself, rather then as & mutilated

" version of some other form. It would be useful to give.
clearer recognition to the one-parent family as a family . .
.form in its own yight ~ not a preferred form, but nevertheless
one that exists and functions and represents something other
than mere absence of true familiness. Ve need fo take account
of its strengths as well as its wealmesses; of the character-
istics it shares with two-parent femilies as well as its
differences; of ways in which it copes with its undenieble
difficulties; and of ways in vhich the camunity supporbs or
undermines its cop:mg capa.c:L*y (p. 181)

. '_ILhe goa.ls for this research axe Wel_'L-sta.ted by* Herzog and Sudia. Five
Welfare fam.lly types have been derived from a range of sociel and nerconab.tr
veriables. Adﬁltlonel]y, seven Welfare child peruona.'lity *ypes have teen
developed fraom.a range of child behavior items, In this manner, character-
istics of the cl'l-ild.ren in various 'family types can be de.'l_i.nea.ted., which will
hopef\ﬂ_'l\; be a refinement of the process of simply exemining dlfference... in )
ch:.ld.ren :Ln fa.ther-preuent and father-a.bsenu homes. Additionally, the :
relative strength for child beha v:r.or of the father—flgure variablo in a

setting of other social end familial variables cen be assessced,

.
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METHODOIOGY g . -

-

‘ Scme of ‘the basic methodological procedure"s of thé general study ere

v g:.ven in Appendlx I (sample selection, questionna.:.re mformatiOn, factor

alyses) The central proced\u{e for this report was the cOnstruct:Lon of

| the fam.ﬂy and chi],d typologies in the We]i‘a.re sample , using Yea.r I da.ta..

(The typologles in both se.mples will eventually be rescored on Yee.r V data.)

" Such profn.lmg essentia.lly %roups cases with smla.r'characterist.z.cs on &
number of varisbles. Thus, femilies or chg;ldieh ean be deeci-i‘bed in t.erme

-of.-a. pattern or type ra.the}’thah on & number of. separate dﬁmensions". The.

;profiJjng of the famii:tes‘ end the children were two distioctly sepaxete sta~

tistica.l procedures, and to evoid confusion will be d;:.scussed sepa.rately

except for a dlécussiOn of the preva.lence of the various ch::.ld types in ‘the
vearious femily types.. ‘“;" |

Family Types. In a.‘rriv:mg at the faxu_w typologr, a program was
adopted,. Hierarchicel Cluster Ana.lys:.s ,1-1 .rm.ch finds the profile 01; I‘nmi]y X

-

-

*

over the va.rious dimensions used in constru¢ting the profile and the score

The goodness cf fit

o

" proflles of ee.ch of the o-bher families in the sample.
of & particular fami:l,v to & particular: prozil.. was mea.su.red by the "d:l.eta.nce"
7 its profn.l,e-def:ined posltion from the average position. The squa.red dis-~

tance is given by the sum- of the squared differences 'be’cween ita z-scores

and 'bhe average z-scores on the various dimensions for a pa.rticular ty:pe. )
. So thet types of faemilies could be characterized as campletely as posg-

sible~, sociel (demographic), parental personality an’d- marita.l attributes,

Included in +the -

and chilg:'rea.riﬁi prectices were included es dimensions.

'family‘pz':ofile c nstruct:ion_wezje seven demographic variables (which hed proved

the most powerfil predié:tors'of chil'd. behavior in a miltiple regression anal-

" ysis w:i.th l&l or:.gina.l demqyaphic varia.bles) ethnic background, rent, number

of eddresses in New York City, mother 5 educa.t:.onal level, number of - ch::.ldren
N . . .

b

.
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- in’/the :f‘mnily, natural pa.fents of the study chil_d. present or absent in the
"v.household end child alweys in “the ca.re “of the natu.ral mother., Also entered
into the Hierarchical Cluster Analy., re e:Lght pa.renta.l “factors (de,ahmg
- with the personahty of the pirents and attrlbutes df the marriage) and f:rve B
parent-child f‘actorb (involwving c_h:Llcl-ree.rmg practices and the manner in |
which the parents related to the study c:u.ld) See Append.uc I for factor . -
descr-ipﬁions:- A1l variables were standerdized so thatno va.r:t.a.ble was dif- -

fe:centlal_ly welghted :1.n the cluster procedure °oy its 'varlanc,e. ,The ‘five’
resulting profiles con{:a.med, families. t were s:.m::.la.r on the ,';nrious
soci'a.l_and\personality_djmensions. Ceruain outsta.nda.ng negative or positive
featu.res. 6f éach profile have been ufted' in ﬁam:ing the profile type. Vhen a .
proflle element was one-ahalf to one sta.nc.a.rd deviation away fram the mean,

b}

tha‘c d.:mens;on was :Lurely to be uced in the J.a.bel p
\
Child Types. s:.nce a number of ea:r]ier stuches for exemple MacFarlane,

Allen and Honzik,10 have found low correlatiofis between single items of child

" behavior over time, it wes thought that consj

tency could be improved by rely=
ing on patterns of symptams. Also, it W« allow the description of a child
‘in terms of e particular pattern or type rafher than in terms of separate

_ ‘dimensions. Fina.l]y a typology would pe v'-'t the possible idant:ii‘iéatiOn of

M /
“prodrcma.l" patterna for later pe.tholoe;y. The techniq_ue descr::.bed above vas

well-wited to the enalysis of child behovior typea. The eilghteen child -
behivior factors, which had been developed previously, were used as the va.ri-
ables :Ln the system. Agaa.n, see A;ppend:x.x I for mfonnc.tlon gbout these fac-
tors. The pro:ﬁ’n.le analysis of these ch:.ld behavioy varlables regulted in
 seven Velfare child types) : - :
| The first step in conveying the resul‘ts of both of these tmalyse u:

the st‘atistical description of the characteristics of the five family éyped

1 . . ] ' »l‘




- -

-~
19

tha.t‘wére derived. This follows , along with the graphing of the parental L

and child-rearing attributes of each fami‘.ly_t:}pe i order to ;prov:ide-the

AR reader a quick grasp of these..d.imensioigs. However, as was stated above,
seven demograghic varicbles as well as the parent and parent-child factors
S "were an integral part of the construction of the types. Other variables

. (sﬁch as attitudes ebout Welfare) were not used in the construction of the

fTamily 'by_;_pves but were later cross-tabuleted with the tmevs to obtein further
information about the .qualities of thé families on various dimensions. This
information is included as part of the description of each family type. The

\/ ader who is not interested in a great amount of deteil is advised to simply
’ the swmary stetement .given with each family type. . -

y
v

@

- . .
o




RESULTS -AND DISCUSSION

- . ‘ - ) - Family Types

Welfare Family Type A- Spenich- C}pca.k:msr Treﬂltlonal (P =304, 30.4%)

\ | In this relatively lerge Welfare family {ype, 90% were Spanish-speaking

and 91% were Catholic. Family income was particulerly o 74% had an

annual fanily inccme (i 1968) of less than §3,9C0, and 56% hadl a& moathly

rent of less than $80. The marital and family statistics of this type were .

-

fairly $ypical of .the total Welfare s:un;ple Seventy percent of the families

-

were single-p_.rent famlllea, in that only 30"3 renorted a fa.ther-flgure in the

,home'. Twen’cy-seven percent of the mothers were ma.rrle‘d (including common-1axr)* '
at the time of the survey ‘.'L‘wenty-tx-ropercent of the households xbonte.ih"led
both natural parents of the study child, and 211 of the study children had
always been in the cé.re of the natural mother. These femilies samewhat re-~

flected the avere.ge in numbey of children: 58 hed three children or less.

. Femilies in this pfoﬁle hed & high nimber of moves within New York City, with
65 hoving moved twice or more, The educat* o;-a.l level of the mother was tis
lowest in the sample: 55% had less than a ﬂev«,njr,h grade ec.ucatlon. orly 5.5%
of the mothers were employed (full or part- ~time). It is not surprising, then,
that ?nly Lo of th¢ mothers thought ‘Bhey would be eble to get off Welfare (5k% °

was the sample avqrage)g and only -17% had tried to stop Welfare. ,Three percent

reported prior immediate family membez;s on Welfare, indicating a, particularly

high incidence of new '(non—g;eneration‘al) Welfere femiliés. As seen in Figure 1,

oh the parental factors, these mothers had o mean score deprescion (less of

tha.t d.lmensmn) on the Parental Quarrels factor ( 1;2 standard deviation unit),

end a mean score elevatléﬁ (more. of that dmension)on the Unleisurely P axrents

_ . “Factor (b5 s.dv un:lt). On the perent~-child factors, they had a mean score
- elevation on 'the_ Mother Traditional-Restrictive factor (.57 c.d. unit).

., . r‘} i
In sum, this family type tended to contain Spanish-speaking Catholic a

families of particflarly low incame, where 705 were -single-parent fomilies.

. ~' . f' . . 9 o ’
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The mothers had extremely low cducational levels, and only 5-1/2% were

‘employed.. About cne-helf of the mothers thought they would be sble to get

off Velfare, but less than 20‘,‘{, had tz-ied to. These parents showed little
querreling, the mothers remorted ll't'hle leisure time, and the tended to be

tradltlona.l and restrictive-in their ch:.ld—rea.r:.ng practlceu.

Welfare Family Type B - Tntact, Atypical Helfare (m=2k, 2.4%)

This small profile was mixed :Ln terms of ethnic’background end religion.
Forty-six percent vere Black 2% were Spe..luh-upea.k_ng , end 257 were White.
Forty-two percent were Protestant, 42% wers Catholic, and L4 were Jewich.

The income level was relatively high, with only 50% having an annual fa:\riilyl
income of less then $3,900. The average menthly rent wasg relatively lov:

67% paid rent of lecs than $80. 'Of all the family types, anly this cre

" tended to dual-parent and intact. Seventy-nine peréent of the motha:rs vere

merried (including cammon-law) at the time of the survey, end 87% reported
a fa‘ther-i:i'gure in the home. Eighty-three percent of the households con-

tdined both natural parents of the Htudy‘ cnild, and all of the study chil-
dren had’ a.lwayu been in the care of the ne,uu_rE mother. These families

tended to be large, with only 16% having three children or less. They were

. also the most stable in terms of moves, with only 17% having moved twrice

-or more within New ,Yor}: City. Mother's education was average (255{, had lc-'ss

than o seventh grede education), but ratec of Jnothers' employment were

‘high {219 were emﬁloyed). These mothers were the most optimistic aebout

their ability to became independent of Welfare. Seventy-one percent thought
they would be able to.get off Welfa;e » 33% had triéd to stop Welfare, and
only 4.29 reportéd_ prior immediste family mecmbers on vrelfarF. In terms of

moxital end child-rearihg attributes, these mothers were scmewhat more

m;ica.l of the motheérs in the Cross-sectional sampléBtho.n they, were of the

. | 1
3,«1
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: Weifare mothers As shown :Ln Pigure- 2 on. the parental *‘actors these

(.51 Sa.d m:lut), and Unlelsm"ely Parerlts ( 83 s.d. unit), and mean score

elevat:.ons (more of that dJ.mensn.on) on Mother's, Econom1c Dissatisfaction

_ un::.ts), and, Mother Excitable- Re,jectlng (. 73 s.c“i“."’“*E wnit).

L the Uelfare average, “and the less trad_lt:.ona.l mothers tended to haye strong

* involvement (not a._“L of a posrtlve nature) Wl‘t%& '[:he‘:.r chlld’s :f*unct1 onlng and

fam111es Were- Cathollc and 25% were Protesta.nts. On :anome they were '*fbout

F)
-

mothers had mean score depressmns (less of tnat d;unens:.on than the Wielfare

sa:zmle av‘erage on }solc,ted Parents (2. 66 s. d" unlts), Unhapp:;r Marrlage _",‘.

*

o‘!

‘I

(.66 s. d= un::.t)6 a.nd Parents Q,uar‘r'els ( 71 s.d, u;rvlt) On the parent-ch:.ld |
~y ’ %=, ¥ -
fa.ctors they had a mean score deDress1on on Motlwer Tradltlonal—Reptrn.ctlve
- .“{'3 .- »
(=.56 s.d, um.t), and mean score elevatlons on Pa.rents Cold ( 66 s.d. wmit),

'Pa.rents .'Eu.m.tlve (.75 S. d. um.t), Mother- Supportlve—Da_rectmg (l‘ l+3 s.d.

o
In sum "% the hlghllght of th1s famnly type- was that 1t contalned malnlj
intact fam:.lles. The mothers were optlmlstlc about get tlnc, of“F‘ Vel are., and - .

the percentarre of xmrhlng mothers was'ﬁ@z’oove average. These parents were '

somevhat more. tyjplcal of the average parents found 3.n the Cross -secti om.l
Ay . v
sample ‘than tnat found in the Welfare satzrole. The marrlages were hanpler tha.n

. w\»

emot:.onal needs. Ii: could be hy'ootheslzed that these were. i‘aa:.nly short-term

R 3

Welfare cllents, ‘who - perha'os a'oplled for oubllc ass1stance 1n response to a

5

13

famly emergency.

W‘s]‘fare Fam:.ly T'Loe C-Di scorda1{t Haomes, Emotlonally-Ill Mothers ("T—ll3 ll-_,/a)

'I'I‘I:Ls family tyjpe had the largest proportlon of Whlte fam:.lles : : e, .'

(S ), with 30% Black, and 149, Spanlsh—speaklng. Slxty-four nercent of hese" o

!

average for thlu sample' 65% had an annual famlly incone of less than § J,900
Sl}dty-—seven percent paJ.d a monthly r ent of less than $80 The number of single-'

parent famllles in this -proi‘lle was a'bove the sample average. 0nl},r 1773‘ ré-":'

a

a ‘vpoz'ted a. fa.ther—fn.gure in the home, and only 18% of the mother., were marrled

: 18




. -

r/y[/ 7

7 -

.

et the time of the survey (61% reported bez_no- separa.ted)

v

Only 12% ‘of thn

T ~ammmt of famlly mov1ng was aIso about averaE,e

' reported prlor umzledlate famly members on- Vel fare)

WhJ.ch tapped kthe parents rela‘tlonshlp to the child (see Figure 3)

'”Ill-Ulthdratm - Unaffectlonate Marr.age (.63 s.d.* nnlt).

depress:Lon ‘on Trad:.tlonal Marrl-age (.38 s. de. u.nlt)

:ﬁ‘emllle

’ a.vera.ge in educatlon, but only 12% vere working.

households conualned both natural pc.rents of the study Chlld,dt and only- 8/
\

the stud,r chlldren had always been in the natural mother's care. Famlly size

tended to be. avcrage. 520 of the ch1ldren*‘»‘nad three énlldren or less. - The.

549 had moVed twice or more

mthln New York Clty. “These 1o hers were- c.mong the most highly educaued in the

Y

Welfa.ze sample, w:Lth only- lO% report1 ng less. than a seventh grade educatlon

(2370 had 12 years or cmore), but they wvere only average on er;ployment status
(124 had full- or, part-tlme ,JObS) These mot -.,hers were optlm:l.st‘lc about their.
ebility to get off I-'zelfare (68“' thoué:ht they' wo:uld be able to and V3O% had tried
to stop Welfare), but they had the hlghest rate of generatlonal dependency (13%
These mothers reflecﬁed

L

.exbremely pathologlcal scores on the pc.rental factors 'Whlch measured att rlbutes

in this proflle had mean score’ elevatlons on Unhapp:y' Marrlage (. 91} s.d. unlt),

' Mother S P'n;y’s*l cal and Emotlonal Illness (.70 s. d lm;Lt) 5 Mother & Economic Dis-

satisfaction (.64 s.d. unit),- Parents Quarrels (1. ,-r9 s.d. um.ss), and Husband
They had a,mean score ‘

On~the parent-child fe‘ctors

@ M &
)

these parents showed a mean score depress1on on M0uher Tredltlonal Restrlctlve

(.36 s.d. unlt) , and mean score elevatlons on Pare:nts Cold (l 25 s.d, unlts)

In sum, thls Velfare :t‘amlly type, conta_nlng an overrepresentatlon of Uhlte

was largel/ s1ngle-parent (83,0 reported no father figure).

+

‘6l% of thenmothers reported being separated , The mothers were above the Welfa.re
They refle,c-ted extrenely high.

c.
145 - '

‘Thus , pDerents

v

o:t‘ the marrlage and “unc:ulonlng of the parents, and' on: the parent child la,ctors, :

Al

2

“

. Parents Pun:Ltlve (. 1&1; s.d. unlts) s and P‘o+her Ebccltab‘.l.e-RegectJ_ng (1.02 s.4. v.m.ts)., 3

A very hlgh
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‘.rates of poor functioning within the home end with their.children. The Mother's

f

- Physical and Emotional score was noticeably high, as were the scores on Parental

Coldness ‘and Mother Eb;citable~Rej ecting.

% Welfare Family ‘I‘ype?.D - More Educa_ted Well—ﬁdaus\,ed l-IoL,ners, Non-Spanish-gpeeking
i # = ] T

“ B

(N"-r57, ""5 7% . T |
"This large profile contained predom:Lna.m,ly Black families (61%), bub .rlth a

’ s1zable nronortlon of Uhi‘te families as well (36% For’cy-seven percent Were

Protestant and 110% were Cathollc. Famlly income was someWhat above average, \uth '
60% hav1ng an income of less than $3,900, and 62% pald an annual rent of less B
than $80 In terms of family comDoslt:Lon, tnls group anproxn.mate]y reflected the ‘
Welfare saﬁiple average.‘ Seventy—four percenu vgre single-parent femilies (no

father (fﬁ}gure), and 23% of the mothers were me.rrled- at the t:Lme of the survey.
’Elghteenéjoercenu of the households conualned both natural parenus o:f' the st

'chlld and.zll of the study chlldren had alwvays been in the natural nother's

care. Flfty~three percent of the families- had three children or le.,s , which was
about average. Nm.ber of moves was also’ average, with 37% hav1ng moved twice or
more Wl‘thln Nex; York City. The mothers in this fam:Lly ty'oe had the highest amounts
of education, w:Lth only flve percent, having less than a seventh grade educatlon

and 28% h:nng twelve yeers or more. They were sllght.y gbove average ‘in euroloy-
ment status ) v1th 14% employed. full or parc-tn.me. ‘However, they w_ere close to the
semple average in their estimate of their future Welfare status: 58‘,’3 of the mothers,
-thought they would be sble “to get off Welfare. Twenty-one percent had tried to .
stop Welfare, end 9% reported prior J.mmed_me.te family members on Welfare. As

'shown in figure U, these parents showed 1little pathology in personality gttri-

butes and in chlld-z‘earlng practlces. They hed mean score depressions on the '

' Mother's Physicel and mnot‘lonal Illnéss factor (. 30 s.d. un:.t) and the Unlelsurely

" Parents facbor (thus more lel..ure tn_me, .2; &.d. unit). They also had mean score

18
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’ d@ressionson the Pa.rental--Coldness (;29 s:d. unit) arld Mother fIraE}tiqnal-
Restrictive (. 32 's.d. unit) factors.- v . ' '

In sum, ithis large famlly type contalned roughly tvo-thirds Black ramllles
and one-thlrd White fam:t,lles. While this "yoe was typical of the total Welfare -
semple in terms of fam:.ly composition, m.th 7&% single-parent fam111es, the )
mothers were cons1derably above average in educatlon. Howevers only sllghtly
more than average vere employed (lh%) , and they were onla,r average -in their opti-
mism about gettlng off '{Jelfare. In terms of both personallty and chlld-rearlng

' pra.ctn.ces, they were hea.lthler than the awerage Welfare mother. ThlS famlly type
would seem to be a prme target for remedial actlon in helping famllles 'beqome '

free of Uelfare. -It vould seem that with adeq_ua‘ee daycare fac:LlltJ.es and emloy- :

-

. " ment incentives these mothers and thelr ch:.ldren couldﬂi‘tmctlon effect'ively

o,

- Welfare Family'Ty'gi’e E - Extremely Disrtpted Homes with Mo'bher Surrogates, (=102,

N 10.)', '

' )

‘ The ‘bhree maaor ethnlc groups vere uell-represented in th:Ls proflle, m.th

: hs% Black, 3hh Spa.n;fh—speb.klng, and - 23 White. Fifty-five percent of th; :E‘amllies
vere Cathol:n.c and 31&9‘ were Protestant. I‘amlly rncome was relatlvely lov,. w1th
70%, hav:.ng an.- annual income of less ‘than §3,900, and 67% with a mon,uhly rent of
o . less than $80. ~ This famlly type vas, again, 1arge1y single-narent in, compos1tion, '
with 21% reporting a :f‘ather-flgure in the home (6% natural father of the study -

ch:x.ld) Hovever, this type vas pa.rtlcularly distlnguz.uhed by its absence of

o natural parents of the study' ch:le, per‘blcula.rly the"'ﬁatural mothers. Unlike
4
7

the other family types which were malnly characterlzed by the presence of the

natural mother, this type contained 64% with sio natu.ral parents a.nd only 2%

*

with both natura.l perents. I‘u.rther, only 1% of the study chlldren had a.lvays .

L] 'ﬁ

been in ‘bhe notural mother s care, comﬁared to a sample aw(erage of 88‘}S rozé this -

‘ variable. The abocnce of the notural mother in the household, then, vias shoxm

- v _ . .
\) . . " R . L a4
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. / \, :
to be a lgey variaﬁlebﬁmetermlmng this i‘amJ.Jy type. The mother figures in
‘these hofnes » many of them m.dowed, vere neinly grandmothers or other fema.le
L rela.t:wes of the study child., The average number of children per fmm.ly ’(\rasz' |
: @33..1, /w:Lth 72,3 having three children or less. The educa.t:.onal level of' tha.;e
. motherk was low (4o mth less ‘than a eeventh grade educa.tlon), but their ra:be N
em;#loyement as higher than average (18%-) . This wa.s the group mosft pessim:.s-
tic about their chances. of getting off Uelfare, perhaps bEca.use man& had “bhe
" addeci burden of rearing_someone else's child (the study child). om 319 thought' g
o ‘ they/ vould: be able to get off Welfare, 18% had tried to stop I'-Ielfa.re, and 6‘/9 re-; '
‘ | porl#ed prior J.nnned.::.a.te femily membex:s on Welfare. These motheré ha.d happy mar-
ra.a%es compa.re&' to the sample as a vhole. As shovn in E:Lgure 5, they showe¢mean O
. .. score depress:Lons on the pa.renta.l factors of Unha.ppy Harrlage (.34 s.d. un:n.t) s

. Darents Quarrels (.46 s.d. wnit), and Husband 11, wﬂ-,hdraxm - Unaffectionate

z- N ~Marrisge (. 32 s.d. init). They shoved little coldness toward “the study child

(.33 s.d. um.t on this fa.ctor) and 'Lheykcencled to be traditionel and restr:;.ct:we '
'1n their. chn.ld rea.r:Lng practices (.26 s.d. unit) S | '
S ;gi sum, th:.s family type, representing e.ZL’L three ethn:Lc groups, was again
mainly s:.ngl,e-pa.rent in composition, but in th::.s ty‘pe many of. the, stuc'ly child.ren 3

S
were being reared b‘y a grandmother ar-other fem.a.le_rela.tﬁre, refher than then.r .
» ‘natural mother.“ _The level-of education of these{mothers .was'low, aﬁd only one=
o * third thought ‘they would be able to get off Welfare." They were characf:erized

by an abe'ence of mar:.ta.l problems , and whmle they were tradltlonal in their

ch11d~rea.r:mg pra.ctices, they also showed warmth towa.rd the chlldren. -

@
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Charecteristics of the Children in the Various Family Types

. Once the family types-were delineated, informa.tion on the characteristics

of the ch:.lﬂren in the various family proflles was obtained. This included

»

not only differ entlal rates of child puychlatrlc :unpanment and oymptomatology,

T

but also n.nd:Lces of the child's contac;t w:mLh verious agencies and, n.nstltutlons.
Such information on children from different kinds of Welfare famllles, des~
cribed below, has implications for prevertive and interventive measures.

Ch:.ld Behav:Lor Factors end Superfactors. From the orfiginal mother s

. questlonna.lre materla.l :.nformatlon on the behav:.or of the study ch:le in

L1

each family was factor analyzed into 18 child behavior factors. (This was

' Cross~sectional sample data. -The corresponding Welfare semple ip_i‘omation

P
FP

-t . PN
was then scored on the 18 factors. iSee Appendix 1 for additional information. )

qule 1 contalns the child beha.vmr factor scores in standard devnatn.on units
for ea.ch femily type. [This rather extensive J.ni‘egmatlon is presented for
’c.hose :mterested in speclflc areas of ch:le .,ymptomatology. .Table 1 shows, i
- for example, that the highest scores on the i)el:mquency faé:tor were for chil- .
. dren in Family Type C: Dlscorda.nt Hemes with Einot:.ona,lly-lll Mothers.

The 18 child dimensions were themselves :['a,ctor anelyzed to form three

global measures of child behavior.: Superfactor I, Anxious—Figmting-Depressed;
Superfa.ctor II, Organlc-Dch.loxmental, and Superfactor III, Delinquent-~Aggres-
sive. As showm in Table 2, Pamlly Type A, Span.:.sh-&pealung Tradltlonal, con-/

oy - - tained children with moderately elevated scores on the Orgenic-Developmental -'E”
sﬁperfaetor. This superfactor'meaSured children who tended to be high-on
the following factors: Mentation Problema\, Isolation, I.ate 'Devevlopmént
Delu _Lon_.-Halluclne,tlons ) Repetlt:we Motor -Behavior, and Tra.lnn_ng Difficulties.

Fam:xly Type B, IntacL A{ryplcal Welfare,, con‘co.j.necl cluldren with modera.t,ely

elevated scores on the AnxJ.ou.,-I‘ighb:Lng-Depressed superfuctor. -The sufpscores

| 21 | IR




. . e . o : ‘ - - S %19,
S e . ' CHIID B'EH.AVIOR FACTOR SCOR..S IIJ STAIDARD DEVIATIONMN UNITS
! ’ _ ’ FOR THE VIELFARE FAMILY TYPES%*
FAMILY TYPES . )
. C A ' B . c “p - . E . |
' ' More-Educated, Extremely
, _ Discordant Well-Adjusted Disrupted
' Spanish- Intact, Homes Mothers, Homes with
Speaking Atypical Emotionally- " ~Non~Spanish- Mother
CHIID FACTOR i Traditional Welfare 111 Mothers -  Speaking Surrogate
Sex Curiosity = - E.30  E.M9 - -
Self-Destrucgive - - - D.,37  E.38 . - A
Tendencies = - : ‘ , o P
', . RN - o ]
Mentau:.on Problems : - - E.36 : - -
Conflict wth Pa.rents - - ~ E.7T8 - D29 -
° Dependence <= * . D.58 ﬂ D.51 - : -
Regressive Anxiety .  E.32 - i E.38 . - D.28 -
5 . . | . .
Weak Group Membership E.25 D.56 , D.30 , - - Ty
Non~-Campulsive ‘ D.25 D.52 - - - 3
Training Difficulties - - - - N -
Undemanding- . - D.80. -~ - - 3 -
Repetitive Motor E.25 E,51 % - . . -
- Behavior . ' - . i
o . ~ ) ¢ ’
Pignting - - E.28 E.62 ° N -
Delusions- - : - Y E.58 . ) i "
‘Hallucinations , .
Competitive - - B8 - - -
Delinguency - g .- E.53 ' - . -. .
Conflict with | - NS E.61 - R '
" 8iblings , .
Late Déwelopment E.27 D.28 - . -
Isoletion . - - - D.27 E.36
N= 30k 2h 113 - y571 w2 -

#The sample mean is 0, SD = 1. E indicates elevation, i.e. thatl the score
wels higher than the mean or more of that behavior was shown by the group.
D indicates depre.,s:.on or that less,of the behavior labelled was shown.
Profile for a group is obtained by reading vertically in a group s columm,
Only values > .25 are included.
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VELFARE FAMITY T/PES BY SEIECTED MEASURES OF CHIID BEHAVIOR AND SYMPTOMATOIOGY ’
2, Family Type
A B - c D o o E .
c : Discordent More-Educated, Well- . I
: o Spanish- . ' Intact, Homes, Emo- Adjusted Mothers - Extremely Disrupted
S T . * Speaking Atypical tionally Ill Non~Spanish  Hemes with Mother Total
; ; o Traditional Welfare Mothers Speaking , Surrogates Semple
. C N=304 N=2h N=113 _N=b57 ~ N=102 K=1G00
% Child's Total = 25.6 . 20.8 - 51.3%% 13.5%x - o7 23.1
Impairment Rating ) R . o b : : o Con
. "Marked" or "Severely" : _ S S - o oo
-Impaired . : . , ‘ . . . v
" “Child Behavior. | o
. Superfactor Scored , - ‘ - Coe s
 Superfactor I - - . E.26 E.80 D.30 o -\ -
- Superfactor IT ~ + ' E.29 - E.43 D.33 . - -
Supertactor HHW\: © - S E.63 . U . . - . -
¢ Child's Avefage ' - 9.9 | 8.3 ' 8.9 . 5.3% i - o12g 7.9
Grades..Eow or : , , , . . P
_.Failing . o o A T Lo
# ¢, Child in Trouble . -+ - 3.6 0.0 18.65% - L 6.9 . 5.9
with Police | LW . : .- .
. ¢ Child Referred for  10.5%F 1 16.7 5 b \ - ok, 5% - 16.6
- Treatment v . i . . : ’ . ‘

,,,,. —_— . . L ‘ -
-~ ) . e LR ) i

. . \ =T - . =

., 0 x v .;

.L,, \ \1\\ \v \\\

At £ goﬂmnwwwwﬁwwmémmummmm@u IT =~ &mmumeUmdewﬂﬁmnﬂuwwu IIT = Umgmsgdx»mmmemwﬁ: - E-= elevation mb,mnowmu
- D= depression in score. . - : - L.

\
Cwe ! E - .
- % = significant at the 05 lewel of confidence. *¥ = significant at the .01l level.

.Aﬁmpﬁmﬁms.
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composing this superfactor were Fighting, Sexual Curiosity; Regressive

. Anxiety, Confi_.ict. with Pa.rents , Conflict with Siblings, ‘Self-Destructive
ﬁ'r_?indénéies, and Competition with Others. Femily Type.C, Disédprdant Homes, |

 Emotionally-TI1l Mothers contained childrer with strong elevatlonu on all three

»

superfé.ctors, but more pa.:gticﬁlarly Superzac‘bors I and III. Superfa*torAIII

was made up of the subscales of Dei:i_nquency, Dependénce (Independence weightet

. on the superfactor), Undemandingness, Non-Compulsivity, and Strong Group \

Membership.. Family Type D, More-Educated, Well-Adjusted Mothers, Non-Spenish-

Speaking, conta.ined children who were sigdifica.ntly depressed on Superfactors

L

I end II. That is, these children showed considerably less of the Anxious-

I‘:Lghtmgv-Depressed and Organlc—Developmental symptoma.bologles ‘bha.n their -

g peers. I‘:Lna.]_'ly I'amlly Type &, Extremely Disrvpted Homes with Mother Sur-

rogates, contained children who reflected the sample average on the three

Bcores.

Child's Psychiatric Impairment Rating. How, then, did the child symp-

tomatology scores'compa:c'e with the eveluations of child behavior rhade by the

project psy¢hiatrists? The psychiatric evaluations were made from the
[

- mother's report of child behavior (See Appendix 1), and while this would .

involve a built-in correlation with the superfactor scores which were based ]
on the same material, & comparison of the Otwo scores gives some, indication
of the nature of the :i.mpaiment involved, Further, the poychiatrist had no L
knowledge of the baCkQ;rmmd or home envirorment’ of the’ ch:n.ld and thus the R
strong dlf:f‘eréntla.ls in impairment rate by famly type  would be relatively unbn.ased.' 1

As seen in Table 2 Family Type C, Discordant Homc.a 2 Emot.n.ona,ll;y -I11

4Mothers , contained children with the highes t rate of "marlced" or "severe"

'_;ﬁmpan:ment. The total semple contained 23% so rated, but in this family type

the rate was over double. that ,f:x.gure. As seen above, these child#Eh showed .

=4




eleva.t.ion.s in all th,fee superfg.ctor a.rea.s.“,Family Type E, Extremely Dis-
rupted Homes with Mother Surrogates, hed 27% of its children rated markedly
or severely :mea.lred which was only sllghtly above the -sample a.vera.ge
These families were those where the chl'ld wes usually not in- the care of
e.ither’ of his naturel parents, snd while the 27% impairment rate was alarm-
ingly high‘, it in ncg j'ray approached the ra:te for the Emotionally-I1l Mothers
femily type (51%). When children in these two predominently single-parent
family types are compared, then, the onus appears to be moré on‘living with
ya.n emotion@—iﬂ mother than in living in a home without natural parents
of the child. .

Femily Typé A, Spenish-Speaking Traditionel, contained 26% of its chil-
dren rated markedly or severe;y :meaired. Their elevated score on the
Orggnic-Developmental supé:i_‘actor would indicate & prevalence of problems
of this nature, Family Type B, Intact, Atypicel Welfare, contained 219 of
its ’child.ren with a high impairment rating (tending to "be A.mcious-_-Fighting-—
Depressed superfactor types). Finally, on a mof‘é"optimistié note, one large
fama.ly type (46% of the sample), More-Educated, Well—Ad;]usted b/{others, Non—
'Spanish—Spea.kmg, containet} children with.only e 13% high mpain;gnt rate,
These children hed a mgr?ifgca.nt depressmn (lack) of the behaviors “tapped
in Superfactors I end IT. The Btrpng po:.nt/ of this family type was obwously
not its mtactness (reflecting the Weli‘a.ra sample average), but proba.bly 11:8 |
" more well-adjusted mothers with hea.lthier%chlld-rearlng practices, These

mothers were natural mothers, however, not surrogates.
Child impairment end symptomatology, then, showed considerable variation
by femily type, rith the emotionally-ill mothers havin¥ an overabundance of

emotionaelly-ill children, end heelthier mothers tending to have the healthiest

children in the sample. 25
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«t:tons on the Pa.renta,l Coldness factor?).

_show & lack of wa.mth towa.rd their child

T 23

School Achievement. )Ra'tes of school failure showed. less vcria.tion by

fanﬁﬂy type (Table 2). Children with the lowest school grades tended' to come

:f;‘rm the Iibctremely Disru;pted Homes with Mother Surrogates family type, even
though these children were only average in general symptomatology'. %ese o
data - in ccmbina.tion would suggest that the disruption process .
puts the child at a clisa.d;vantage in his school performance, proba.biay as a
result. pa.rtia.].‘ly of che.ng:.ng schools and l:i.vn.ng :Ln a new home env:v.romnent.
However, it me.y' be for the ch:.ld the beginm.ng of an unfortunate cycle in -
B ' J

school that is not easily broken.
&

Police Contacts. As shown in Teble 2, children in Family Type o hed 8 ..

high rate of ha.v:mg been in trouble w:.th the police. Frequently cited in the

diterature as a correlate of delinquent behav:Lor :l.n ch;le.ren is pa.rentb who

It shon:l_'!.d be noted that I‘amily
Type Ci' had not qnly mothers with the highest ra.te df mental iil_‘l.ness, but also
pa.rents who were extremely cold towerd the:Lr children (1.25 standard dev:i.a.-

The abgence of a fa.ther is also &

freguent correlate of del:lnq_uency and while this analysis cannot cope ‘

ﬂspecifice,]Jy with that question, it is of’ interest to note that the only

family type conta:n.n:tn@,.r children with no police contacts was I‘a.mily Type B

)

' (Intact Atypica.l Welfare)

Treatment Contacks. Table 2 whows that only about 17% of the sample

children received. any :f:‘orm of psycholog:.cel treatment (mcluding +4hose who

had only one v::.s:l.t) , even though 23% of tke children were "rated ma.rkedly or .

se'vere]y impo.n.red. by the psychla.trists. While the overall rete of tree.tment

L
was fexr too low, the treatment rates shoved ..,trong d:z.fferences by famlly type..,

Thc children at the most d:nsaﬁ.vantage in terms of treatment were those in the

Spénish-Speeking Traditional femlly type (a),
iy

26

.y

'mese chilarcn, who tended.' to

..l 5
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ﬁ‘::have organ:.c-developmental problems (poss:r.\‘bly some v:Lth m:le bra.ln dem’age),

R had onJy a ho% chance of: rece:.v:Lng even the most— su.nerf:.c1al treatment The

2

- other fam:.ly type show:.ng a large d:v.screpancy between theo num'ber of extremely :

111 chlldren and the nmnber of treated ch:.ldren Was Fam::.ly Type C, whe*‘e #h

vmothers also tended to be :Lll. . Fanuly Type E Was of 1nterest because c;%?’k«‘

: the su.rprls:.ng consonance between trea’tdent and need Th:.s fam:Lly type, W:Lth

'few natura.l pa.rents, perhaps conta:«.ned chlidren Who had rece:Lved more atten—_
. . - 1 .
t:Lon from: the aathor:!.ltles >bhan the average Welfare ch:le l:Lv:Lng W:Lth hlS o

. , . .{}~ v . = .’r :'
naturalmother. ‘v o o5 - oL ,

B e Ol

Chila Types "

-

As ment:.oned a'bove s the der::vat:Lon of the He:li‘a.re Chlld prof:s.le types

’-x-‘-. =

was an analys:Ls separate- I‘rom that of the famlly prof:n.llng. The :Lnterest

he&‘er Wa.s 1n p:n.npo:.nt:.ng d::.fferent types ef Welfare ch:sldren (1n terms of the

~__patte.‘ms of the1r sccres on -the ‘18 chlld 'behav:Lo.t' factors), and then comgar:ung

" the ch:.ld prof:Lles on -various. background and familial va.r:Lables. This 'byp.e
- _of ‘information may Be Tnore va.luable fo,r targeted 1nter*vent10n W:Lth the ch:le
where the fam:n.],y prof:Lle ;mfeimatlon may be more: use:ﬁ‘u_'L for more la.rge-sca.le

plann:mg and 1ntervent10n. A§-any rate , the emphas;s 1s dl:f.‘ferent in the

ol

-~ two a.na.lyses 5 W:Lth the ;E‘ocus on the famll;y’ :‘En the flrst and on the ch:le 1n s

the.‘secondr, - ' ' . x
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Welfare Ch:le Tyjpe A Aggress:.ve Backwa.rd Isola.‘te. (I\I = 2’»&0, _1@)

Wh:u.e these ;:h:.ldren d:t.d not exh:.b:.t the extreme dev:.atlons that ch:Ll—-

d.ren :Ln some of; the other types d_'l.d, they nevertheless showed a. pa.ttern of‘

moderate dev:l.at:r.ons on the ch:le behav:Lor :E‘a.ctors tha.t ta ped‘*.Lso]:a.t:Lon,

s <,

developmental problems, &the poss:.b:.]_'t.ty of orgam.c damage (F:.gure 6) :
h:.g,hest dev:La.t:Lon for chlldren :Ln th:Ls type was on. the Isola.tlon :f:‘a.c.tor

( 71. sta.ndard dev::.a.t:.on un:Lt) 9 - W:Lth a le“sser elevatlon onJIeak Group Member- o
sh:x.p (. 25 S d. un:l.t) They shoWed elevatn.ons in the ra.nge of one—-ha.]_f‘ a :

e

‘ sté.ndard de:n.a.tlon on Late Development Tra.:.n:mg lef:.cultles, Mentatlon

*

Problems s 'jcmd Regressn.ve Anxa.ety. Repetlt:we Motor Beha.v10r was sl:Lghtly

.

less eleva.ted Modera.tely h:.gh scores on :Ea.ctors measur:.ng aggress:.ve .‘ i

.

C behav—lors indicated troubled :Lnterpersona.l rela.t:r.onsh:.ps of these ch:leren. S

On the fa.ctors Confl:.ct W:Lth S:Lbl:l_ngs, E‘lghg%ang, and Del:mquency, these
-child:ren were elevated by about one-th:ervof a sta.nda.rd deviation, Wh:l.le
Confl:n.ct W:Lth Pa.rents was tW:Lce as h:gh The overall symptom pattern seérn

°© W

here suggested the poss:Lb:.l-Lty of developmenta.l problems that could in some ‘

cases reflect organic dlsf‘xmctlon. Such problems could \bxplaln the ch:le'
1sola.t10n and troubled rela.t:Lonshrps with others.

_ Welfa.re Ch:le Type B - Mildly Dependent (N = 512 51. 2% o el

Th::.s large .group of children shovqed a clea.r ~cub prof:u.le of m:le depend-
ence, lack ‘of a,ggress:.ve beha.vn.ors, a.nd a lack of organlc-develjop?nental
problems (Figure 7). They a.ppea.red then, to be one of the health:.est gx‘oups '

woin that they lacked ser:Lous symptomatology. The only slgnlflcantly elevated-'
factor score Was Dependence (. 30 5.4, un:)t), but- Compet1t1veneSs was not:Lce-
ably' lUW"*( 37 s.d. unlt) They showed s1gt11fn.ca.ntly 1ess of the aggress:we -
beha:v:n.ors of Conf];:.ct with Pa.rents, Confl:Lct wn.th Slbl:.ngs, F:Lghtlng, and

De:l:v_nqu_ency than-, thea.r peers. Thelr scores on the rather ser:Lous d:x.mens:.ons

N
- ~

L
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" useful for upwa.rd mobn_lity in these Lover cla.ss (Welfare) ‘children mern.ts

»

o of Menta.tn.on .'Pro'blems, Isola.tlorf, and Repessn_ve Anxn.ety Were roughly'one_-_ »

.persona.l relatn.onsh:.ps. However R the absence of compet::bn:veness as a quall’sy

'ha:Lf a standard dev:.a.tn.on below avera.ge.A These children, qthen, were

charac:bermed as m:.ldly dependent and. rela’cn.vely unconfl:x.oted in ‘bhen.r -mter- R
. A

Ry

’

" further study. -

'\

Wel:f,‘a.re Ch:.ld '.Z‘ype c - Competltlve-mdependent (N = 138, 13 8%)

'I.‘hese ch:.ldren formed ano'bher relatlvely hea.l’chyprofn_le. Unl:.ke Chn.ld .

.o

Tyye B (M:lely Dependent), however, *Ehese children had two ext:reme scores

- that :.nd:Lca.’ced a consn.dera.'ble dn.fference':m 'bhe two ty'pes of chn.ld.ren (Fn.gure 8)

5

Then.r score on Competitiveness was over one standard dev:.atn.on a.bove a.ver-; oL

‘.Aage, and the:Lr sqore on Dependence Wa.s nea.rly one standard dev:.atmn below

4

a.verage. These ch:u.ld.ren, then, were competn.tn.ve and a.'b‘.Le to act. :Lndepend-

m(

'Qen’cly of o’chers. They were a.lso the ,jo:.ners of formal gro,ups ( 81 Se d

um.t), and they were no‘blcea.bly compulsn.ve (. 66§ This ccmbma.tn.on of.
traa.ts would suggest ’chat vthey were the more upward_'!y mobn.le of the two :

groups 6f relatively hea.lthy t;,hlldren. CL‘he Compet:.t:.ve-mdependent chil—-

-dren showed themselves. to be sl:n.gh’cly more aggressive in then.r n.nterpersona,l

rela.tn.onshn.ps 'bhan the Mildly Dependen'ts. The former Were nea.rer ‘the mea.n
on Figh:bing, Del:mq_uency , and Conflict with Parents and Si'bl::ngs than ‘;.he ‘
latter who were cansidersbly below the meen on 'bheSe 'varn.a.'bles.

Welfaxre Child Type D - Delusn.ona.l- (N = 20, 2. o%)..

In thn.s sma.:Ll child type, which reflec'bed severe pa,thology (F:Lgure 9),
the ch:le:cen had an ea.evatn.on of over :fou_r sta.nda.rd. deviations on the
Delusions—Ha.llucirla.tions factor. They also showed pronounced Mentation
Pro'blems (1, 56 S d un:.ts) ’ Regress;we Ancciety (l 8L s.d. units) , and Com~

puls:.v:.ty (1.32 s.d.. units). While sauie-of these ch:u.ldren me;y have beén

'
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psychotic,cognitive difficulties in others perhaps reflected organic dif-
ficulties ra.ther' tha.n e psychotic condition, The child with cogna.tive

':t‘f:Lcu_'Lt:Les often has trouble expressn.ng himself or label‘mg his environ-

, . thus seeming stra.nge to others. ms k:_nd of chiid. is ofiten sca:red; ‘
(and could account for the high score on Regressive Anxiety)a; Organic or-
developmental problems are a.lso suggested by the moderately high 'seore,s ’
on La.te Development Repetitive Motor Béha'V’.l.OI‘, and Tra:l.ning Di:f‘ficulties. ~

On the other hand this childts fa.irly high scores on the a&ggressivw

“behaviors of Fighting, Conflict with Parents and Coni‘lict with Sib].ings

are probably simply a. reflectiorr of his trouble in relating to others Zs '
or «

a Yesult of his more serious problems, whether the problems are orga.ni

functional in nature. . o ' ' B

' Weli‘are Child Type T - Dejjnquent-Aggressiire (N = 57,. 5. 7%)

ThZI.S child. type was also) indicative of prOnounced pathology'(, but in

this case, the pa.thology took the central form of extremely aggress:we

_behaviors.towvard family members and those in the la.rger sociel sphere of -

the child. As shown in Figure 10, on 81l four of the factors measuring
various dimehsiOns of éggressive behavior (Fighting, Delinguency, Conflict
with Pa.rents » Conflict with Siblings), children in this profile vere over
one sta.ndard deviation above their peers. Furthermore ,» not -all of the
anger of these children yras d:n_rected outward, since they hed an elevation -

of - 63 standard dev:Lations on the Self-Destructive Tendencies factor,

A

' Their high score on the Regressive Anxiety scale (1.37 s.d. units) is also

of considerable interest, sihce much is to be learned abwut. the relaitiOng-
ship of aggressiv% and ‘anxious behaviors in children. Tt should also be
noted that these aggressive children scored low on Depengence (.67 s.d.

unit). (See Maccoby and Masters for a discussion of this topic.? ) That

.. 34
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- children in this type had a high score 0n the Delu510ns—Halluc1natlons factor

| N * (.91 s.d. un:.t) is proba.bly expla.n.ned by the fa.ct that this factor contained
. : severa.l items reflectlng anger and susp:.c:.ouSness 9 or pa,rano:Ld tendencles.‘ The

gh score on Mentation Problems (1.02 s.d. un:.ts) is proba.bl;y linked to the

fact tha.t this factor conta.lned vmous :1.tems of poor school functioning, as
did the De]j.nquency factor. In sum, these ch:.ldren tended to be not "only . de- )

I
linguent with problems in school but, were a.lso extremely a.ggre'sszve in other

' interperSOna.l reletionships. They clea.rly did not show dependent beha.v:l.ors,
. 4
' © but they had pr0nounced amc:.e‘by

Welfare Child Type F - Self and Other Destruct:.ve (v = 16, 1.64). .

-

g As shovm in Fi'gure ll, these children hed a profile with one very out-
standing peek: they had an extreme elevation on the Self-Destructive Tend-

) encieé fafctor (5.67 s.d. units). "l‘hésé children showed net only depression,

_but also had consistently )nlgh scores on the aggressive behaviors of I-‘ight-'
ing (1.16),' Delingquency (.70), céhfli'cfp‘ with Parents (1.09) and Siblings
(1.10). This child -type was somewhé;t like the Delinguent-Aggressive type,
but in,this case the angey a.ppea.red to béqdirecn:_ted more inward than in the
‘ca.se qf the Delinquent-Aggressives. That children in both were high on the. -
aggressive béha.viors as well as the se];f-de'stmctive Adimension is of con-
siderable theoretical interest., Va.r:.orus writers have suggested that depres-
sion in ch:.ldren may manifest itself in a ma.sked fOI‘II;. such as o.nt:.-c'oc:.o.l
behavior or somatic symptoms. (See M.L. Rutter's diSCussion. 13)‘ 'In support
of this.idea, in both of these a,g&aess:.ve child ty‘pes, cons:.dera.ble amounts
of regressive enxiety were shown,. thus indicating & trio of behaviors:

depression, aggress:.On, a.nd anxiety. .

Welfare Child Tv’pe G - Highly hnpalred (W= 17, 1.7%). .

‘ '.I‘he ch:.ld.ren in +this tyye represented a residual category .of ex’cremely
impeired children who did not fit into any other profile. No one feature of

e ' % N
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" these ch:.ld:cen can ‘be singled out, s:ane they showed extreme eleva.t:Lons in

' 'v:.rEualJy a.].‘L areas of pathologl,cal f‘unctlon:mg (F:Lgure 12) Whatever the

shown in Tables 3, L and. 5. o ' e o g

BhO’Wed. d:,sproporbzonately low numbers in ell of the more pathological child

simflar to the Black childven than the Spenish-speoling childven, but the

N ses X h lx

N DT o o, . ) :

E . . .o R . - . B

J ‘o ) R N k
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na.ture of the problems of the chn.ldren vithin this gro'ap, m.thoru.t a doubt

they were very s:Lck ch:.ldren.

Soc:Lal and Beha:v-.Lora.l Chara.cterlstzcs of the Child Tvpe.;. o

Once the ch:.ld typc!s were developed from the 18 chn.ld behavn.or :E‘act rs,

they were cross-ta.bulated W;:.th vam.ous social a.nd behav:.ora.l va.r:.ables as

S
Age and Sex. The Welfa.re ch:.ld types showed little varle.tion by “age or

sex (Table 3 ) ‘l'he medien age of this sample of children was 11, l years, K
a.nd the sample was evenly split by sex. ¥hile the percentage of females in
the Delus::.ona.l ch:le type seemed :mord:_na.tely high, as well as the percent-
age of ma.les in the H:Lgh]y ]Zmpa.ired type, the smell numbers in these types

precluded statist:r.ca,l s:Lgn:.f:Lcance.

Ethnic Background On this varzable, the szgmf:.cantly la.rge percentage i

of Spam.sh-speaknng ch:le.ren in the Aggress:.ve Backwa.rd Isola:be type was of
jnterest., The Spa.nish-speeln.ng ch:.ld:cen were also szgn:.fzcantly under-
represented in the largest, and one of the healthiestchild types; namely
the Mildly Dependent type. Further > while the sma.ller nulhber in” gome of, -
.the types is problema.t:Lc, it is :mterest:i.ng to note that only the Spanish—- .
speaiung children vere d:n.Sproport:LonateJy high in aJ_'L of the xgore pa.tholog—

jcal child types. The reverse wag true for the Black chn.ldren, since thcy

types, s and they were the only ethnic group somewhat over-represented in beth of the
tyo healthlest ch:x,ld types, nemely the M:le.'l.y Dependent and. Competi‘blve— |

Independent types. The qver-all profile of the White chn.ldren Yas more

WYhite profile: euggested 5 1little more pathology than the. Black profile. White-
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T they ha.d more tha,n avera,ge (however, not s:Lgm‘;fJ.cant} Dellnquent—Aggress:wes

,' B o . o ) C"

o ch:.ldren had s:v.gnlfa.cantly less than average Aggress:uve Baekwarﬁ Isola.tes,

Further, the proportlons of Wh:Lte chlldren Were roughly a.vera.ge in the o

Delusional and H:Lghly Impa.:Lred types > bu:c the Bla.cks Were somewha.t under-‘ E

a
v

' represented More genera.]_'l.y then, these da.ta. mould suggest tha.t the
Span;,sh—speaklng ch;leren tended to be the most :lmpa.lred of the three euhnlc

gro‘ups in the We]fe.re sample s and tha.t the beha.v:Lors la.beled Aggr.essu(e :
Backward Isola.te seem to be a, frequent form of such mpahxment .

s

Psychlatrlc Tmpairment Ratmgs. As may be seen :Ln T?ible 3 the chJ.ld

types were strongly d:x.fferentla.ted in terms of the p‘lroportlons ,of chll'.dren T

. w:r.th ’r’ma.rked" or “severe“ total :mea.lrment ra.tlngs. Since the psychla.trlsts
made the1r evalua.tlon of ch:.ld tota.]a mpaarment from smnptomatology reported. i
:Ln the questlonna.lre ma.ter:La.l 1t is not su.J:',x_)r:Ls:.ng,r tha.t a strOng rela.tn.on-
sh:Lp existed between +ha.t ané the child ty:pes whlch were. sta.tlstlca.l_‘ly conm+
structed Trom questlonna:.re symptoma.tology. However, :Lt lS of :|_nterest tof 3
" note. wh:Lch types of beha.v:Lor the psych:.a r:Lst consldered the most patho~ |
loglcal  Aside from the ova.ous Highly mpa.lred t;ype W1th elevated symptom—-
: a.tology ;n all a:r-ea.s s the types most l:Lkely to. have h:.ghly :mea.:Lred ch11-
dren (a.s rated by the psych:n.atrists) wére (:m descenda.ng order) ‘Self and -
_ bther- Deﬂﬁuctl've » Dellnquent-Aggresslve s Delus:Lona:l and Aggresslve Ba.ck-' .A
Y .

vard Isplate. = o : L . IR o

‘w

‘ ™
. Superfa.ctor Scores. - As would be expected those ch:le t;ypes that con-

ta.;ined h:Lgh proport:.ons of ch;leren rated ma.rked or severely :r.mpa.:.red by the
psychla.trlsts aJ.so tended to be the ty_pes tha.t s‘howed extremelf eleva.ted
standard dev:La.t:Lons on the superfa.ctors {Table 3) l"or example, the ngh_];y.: |
]inpa:.red ch:le type w1th oL, of its ch:.ldren ra.ted marked or severe s "had
the hléhest elevat:Lons .on all three superfactors (Anmous-Plghtlng-Depressed ;

POt

i o S
Organlc-*l)eve/lopmental and Dellnquent-Agg:resslve) THO other child. types 4 1 R

Ty ) : O . ~

ﬁ . _»I‘ ._Q‘ » ‘ ‘ J_ ‘ o : Y
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R show:Lng cons:l.derable pathology m al_'l. ma;jor areas of functn.on:.ng were the

v

-,

»

Del:.nquent—Aggress:.ves and the SeZL't‘ and Other Destruct:.ves. | On the other

hand the Delus:.onal ch:.ld type contamed ch::.ld.ren who were averat,e on the

&

Dellnquent—-Aggress:.ve superfactor, but ch:.ldren :m th:.s type were over two Ry

standard dev:r.,atlons above thelr peers on the Organ:.c-Developmental super- j ",‘Vil

*factor > and over one standard dev:Lat:Lon above the:_r peers ‘on £he Anx:.ous-
%

I‘:Lght:_ng-Depressed superfactor. The superfactor: pattem reflected in the

i AggresJ:Lve Bac]mard Isolate ch:.ld type was llke that of the Delus:u.onal type

exceprb that the ‘scores of. the fo:cmer were not So severe (1n the range of
T3

one-ha.]_f a standard dev1at:|.on) -One of the less patholog:.cal ch:le types 5 - ~

¢

the Compet:.tlve—lndependent type ) conta:Lned ch:n.ldren who reflected the sample (

average 1n the three global areas of symptomatology. ~ On the other hand, the
Mlldl;y' Dependent ‘child type was character:.zed by chlld_ren w::.th a lack of ~
s;y‘mptomatology' on the three superfactors. ‘With depress:.ons on all th:ree » |

su.perfactors of roughly one-half .a sta.ndard deviation un:.t they showed less ’

. symptomatology tha.n ’70% of the sample ch:n,ld_ren in each behav10ral area. X7

How, then’, did ch:n.ldren in the var:Lous eh:le types compare in terms of

. behav:Lors related to the larger social sett:mg, i. e._to agencies and 1nst:|.-

3
’

- tutions? o - o o g

’
a"

" School Ach:.evement As shown in Teble 3., the Coz;lpet'itive-lndependent
T

chllc'lren had’ thé lowest rate of low or fa:Ll:Lng grades in school (only 3%),

and the M:le_ly Dependent ch:.ldren were - also s:.gn::.f:.cant]y low on th:.s va:c:.-‘

“ able (5%). The H:Lghly Impa:.red chlldren, on the other hand, had 35% with

low or failing . grades 'y a.nd the DeJ;anueno—Aggressn.ves a.'Lso had a s:.gm.f:u»
cantly h:.gh rate of school achievement pro'blems (19% The Aggress:.ve Back-
ward Isolates were onl;y sllghtly worse than average on school problems. How-
ever,: it must be remembered that the reference po:.nt here is a. sample of

Welfare chlld.ren W:Lth s:n.gn:n.f:n.caht]y lower rates of school achlevement than o

»

- that found in the Cross—-sect:_n.onal sample, 3 a:nd therefore when a chlld type B

o -

. ; L

12
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| is ‘said to be average th1s 1s~—me$nt only in respect to the norm for Wel:ﬁ'are
'chlld.ren. 'Ihe questlon to be pursdlgd here 5 of course , is why some of these

chn.ldrenwere able to achlcv@ more than others.

€ -

Pollce Contacts. \Three o:E‘ the ch:le t‘,wpes conta:med a slgn:n_flcantly A i‘,

*

!

hlgher than average (6%) p:coportlon of chlldren who had been in trouble with
" the police: name]y, the Del:.nquent-Aggresmves (28%) the Highly Impalred

| (23%), and the Aggressive Backward Isolates: (10%). } (See‘ Table 3.) ‘Once again,

the Mildly Dependents ~were significantly low on this variab‘le",_. with only l%’, o

having police contacts. The 'CompetitiVe—]hdependents, however s reflected
fhe sample average.' ' . A YA | R
Treatment’ Contacts. As shown in Table 3, proportlons of chrldh;en

V' referred/ for treatment agan_n showed a strong relatlonshlp to the chg;ld typol-~

'ogles. The Uelu.nquent-—Aggresmves had the highest rate of treatment refer~ -
rals (51%), with 419 :|.n~the Highly Impaired profile, 37% in' the Self and
'Othér Destructlve category, and 28%.in the Aggressive Backward Isolate type.

&

'.'Ehat the Delus1ona1 type (a qu,lte patho:l.oglcal group) hod a referral rate of

e

only 15% (roughly the sample - average), is probably J_ndlcat:we of the, fact
. that typically it is rather the more outwardly aggressive children who ‘come to
_“*the attentlon of the author1t1es, in many cases the pol:.ce. Furtheremore,
| if the referral percentages for each child type are conpared W:Lth the pro-
' portlons ‘of chlld.ren in each type need.mg treatment (as measured by the
. percentages of marked and severe total 1mpa1‘rment ratlngs), 1t may be. seen

14

- that actual treatment rates in no Way appro:clmated need for treahnent For

@a dlscuSSlon of treatment rates in the WeJi'a.re and Cross—sectlonal samples SN

see Langner et al., '?Treatment of Psychologlcal »Dlsorders Among Urban

Children," _8< ' ‘ : . S

i . . . . : X
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Father F:Lgures. As shown in Table ’+ the child profile types generally

showed l:Lttle relatlonshlp to whether or-not the Chlld had a fath;er-f:.gure . .
in the horte., " The only ch:le type” meetlng stat1st1cal slgnlflcance on this

o va.r:.able ‘was the small H:Lghly l'mpa.:l:c'ed grouo, whose - chlld_ren had double the

]

average number of father flgures. There was a suggest:.on in the table that
! " the Competltlve Independent ch:.ldren tendee. to have more father—flgu.res than

average, and that the %elf a.nd Other Destructlve ch:leren had less than

\

.v'  average, but neither of these relationships met statistical significance.

@

a -Thus, these data wou.ld in no way substantiete a conclusion that ,the We]i‘are'
child wn.thout a father-:f‘:.gure in the home is a worse J.mpalrment rlsk than one
who ,has a father in the home. A large, hee.lthy group of chlldren, the. M:lely

| Dependents were at the sample average on th:Ls va.r:.able as were the Del:mquent- |
; ' E Aggress:.ves. The f:.nd_'l.ng in th:.s area is consonant W:Lth a finding of the ’
| larger study, that the ch:le's psych:.atrlc :_mpalrment rating in the We]_fare T

seanple was not worse :Lf the child d.'Ld not have a father in the home. (Th:.s

was not true in thé Cross-sect:,onal safiple.) o : _ N

qualities of ‘the Pa.rents in RelatiOn to Child Types. For those inter-
v ]
. ested in parent-child behav'J.ors s the seven chJ.ld types are presented in
. . e % ;i
' Table 5 with the scores for each ch:le “type on the parental and pa.rent-ch:;_ld

factors. In cormpa.r:t.ng th:Ls llne of analys:.s with that of the :E‘amlly data

presented above , the emphasis here was simply reversed. In this case, the = .

.. broader ‘child types :wereexamined as they related to more specific parental

o behaviors. . e ,

As seen in Table 5, the magn:.tude of the pathology seen in the children
was roughlsc matched by that seen in the parents. This general flnd_mg undexr- '_

scores the relative :'mportance of parentel attributes and behavior for child

-, 'x 7
e | .o . 4
L 44
.
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..~ Natural Father

H

% of Children
" %rith Other _
*  Father Figure .

"4 of Children
with no .
Father Figure
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_ A .
. Aggressive
Backward
Isqolate
N=240

.,

\ w

Mildly

. Dependent,

N=512

. Independent

_TABIE 4 .

Child Type

4

Canpebitive- S
Delusional

N=138 _N=20

. WELFARE CHIID'TYFES BY FATHER-FIGURE IN THE HOME

o

E .

Delinquent-~
Aggressive
N=57 *

‘gnd Other

1
.ﬁwwﬁ .
w
S =
- .
- .
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Foo . G.

Self . = :
Highly
Tmpaired

"H.N

‘Total
Sample
N=1000

Destructive
N=16
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.
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18.8

6

Q0

7 -.x Significent db the .05 1&Vel of confidence (Chi Squeve Test).
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T indicates elevation, i.e.-that the score

. "was higher than the mean or more of that behavior was shovn by the group.
. D indicates depression or that less of the behavior lebelled-was shawm.

v 0

Profile for & group is obtained by reading vertically in a group*s column.

- On:ry va:mes > 25 are -included.
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' ’l‘he finding for the Aggressive Backward Isolate child type -wa.s perhaps
the only exception to the general f:.nd::_ng, and th:Ls in :Ltsel'f:‘ lent support
to the contention outlined asbove uha.t these ch.:.ldren (who were more impaired-

Q;la.g a.vera.ge) had a high ratio of organic problems 5 such as .m:le_. brain
~damage. The only outstanding feature of the parents of the Aggressive Ba.ck—

Ward Isolates was that the mothers tended to be more trad:_t:.ona.l a.nd restric-

.,.‘v‘

:‘%\/rethan a.verage. L -

i .

, L(’.I.‘he MJ.ldly Dependent ch:.ldren, a hea.lthy type » had parents who reflec-

 ted the Welf'a.re ‘semple q.yarage on ma.r:.ta.l and. personality varlables. Hovr-

1

ever, on the two ch:.ld-rear:.f%g va.r:.a.bles that have been i’ound to be the

strongest pred:.ctors o:f:‘ child impairment within the total prechctor set,

13

namely Mother Exc:.table-Re,ject:.ng and Parents Cold, pa.rents of the M:lely

Dependent children had depressed scores. In other words, these parents

showed warmth toward their ch:.ld.ren, and little exc:.tab:.lity or reaect:Lon.
The Campetitive~Independent chn.ldren had parents who were outstendn.ng
Onl'y on the leisure atime veriable, reporting more leis‘ure time than average.
- These pa.rents ~perhaps devoted more tnme o encourag:.ng their children in
vvthe development of the mbre tradluione.lly m:dele-class qualities of soc:La.lly
approved compet:.t:.on and :.ndependence. ' .

» - That the Delusional children had mothers, with the h:.ghest score on .

Mother's Physical and Emcgtional Illness was of :I.r\terest These.

? -

' pa.rents were also h:.ghest on Unlelsurely Pa.rents P Mother s Economc Dis-

sa.t:.sfact:.on, and Parents Quarrels. Theq.r chlld—»rearlng praet:.ce—s were
ma.rked by punlt:.venesu, and they were higher tha.ri average on cold.ness
and excitability.. , ' |

The mothers of the Delinguent-Aggressive children also hadhigh scores

oh Mother's Physica.l and Emotional Illness and Mother's Economic Dissatis-




r -

.i‘a.ctlon. But pa.rents of these chlld.ren Were partn.mxlarly h:Lgh on the Paren~
':'-t&l Coidness factor, vhlch has been shoxm to be’ strongl:y llnked to dellnquent_-'

o ‘beha.v:u.ors in chlldren 3 The ‘.Parental Coldness fa.ctor taP.Ped pa.rents who St

were emot:.ona]Jy :J.naccessible o the ch:le raxely show:mg a:f‘feotlon and

“high on exc:.ta.bihty and pun:.t:,veness. ] ER

' 'genera.lly not respond:l.ng to the ch:.ld's behava.or.b I’arents such as these

prov:Lde few emotlona.l rewards for the:Lr chn.ld and thus a.re a pr:ma.ry source '

k"of :E‘rustratlon of a- ch:.ld’s needs. . Intense frustra.tion is one of the cr:Lt-

1ca.1 antecedents of& h:.gh]y aggress:we beham.or. . These ~parents'were also

oy
.
'

" The Self and Other Destructlve ch:leren had pa.rents wn.th s:m:.lar ch:le~-

‘.rear:.ng attributes of extreme cold.ness, pun:.t:.veness, but partlcularly oo
'exclta.bllz.ty The Mother Exclta.ble-Reaect:mg varlable measured those mothers
'who were mood,v, .resenti‘ul _and had coping-prob;t_ems where ,the child was viewed

| as add:mg to her bu.zdens. Children with such mothers would possibly assume

the beham.ors of high :mtens:Lty d:u.splayed by their mothers. All of these -

scores 1nd3.ca.ted ageneral lack of pos:Lt:Lve interactlon with the ohild, and
o .

approprlate response to the child's needs. Tt is int'eresting to note, too,

“that the pa.rents of these extremely depressed children had the hlghest score

on the Unhappy, Marriage factor. .

As ’would be‘ e‘xpected,, ghe clnldren in the Highly nnpa.zred category had

h

mothers wn.th an- elevatmn on the Mother's :Physma.‘l. and Emotional Illness

,:ﬁ‘a.ctor. These pa.rents alsd showed high elevatlons on coldness, exc:Lta.b:Llity,

and punit:,vene ss, but 3.n thn.s case coupled w::.th the trsd1t10nal~restr1ct1ve

K}

dimension. S \

Thumbnall Sketch of Wel'f.'ame Child Types.

- To. lee:ve the reader w:Lth &, fev general mpressions of the child types

derived from the uemple of. Weli’are ch:.ld:t‘en aged. 6 to 18,. perhaps some of the

48




X , i_nto a iela.ﬁiﬁely healthy pro-~
File labeled M:lely Dependent, vhere less than ‘a.vferege pa’:bhology' Wa:s seen On“
' the 18 o;;:.ld behavior factors. Irearly half' ‘of ‘ohese ch:.ldren were Blaozc, |
and the rest were White agadSpanish-speakjng. only u% of these children
| ‘\vere reted marked or _sew}-ere,ly impaired by the roject psychia’ora.gts (frcm.the ‘
mother's report), and they had significa.nt'ly 1‘ess school fa.ilﬂ.r@ polioe con-‘ '

3

'ta.ct, or treatment. «refer:’cal then their peers. Mea.sures of _the behaviors of -
", the pa.rents of these ch:.ld.ren md;cated that tﬁey were generally wa;m mothersv.
with little of the - éxc:.table—regectin,g dlmens:.or‘), |
The othexr relat:.vely hea.lthy ch:.ld type, e Compet:.tive—mdependent
chi'ld.ren, camprising sbout 14% of fthe ‘sample , Vere marked by 8 lack of the
-dependent beha.v:.ors , by strong group membership, \a.nd competitive tra;:.‘os. |
These ch:leren were fmrly evenly spl:Lt on the ethnic va.r:.a.ble. Only 12
were ra.ted ma.rked or severely n.mna:.recl compared ‘bo a sample a.vera,ge of 23%.
These children too had little school -'I‘a.a.lure, pol.ice contact, or ‘treatment -
referra]:. Their pa.rents were a.vera.ge On personality' a.nd me.rn.ta.l tra.:.ts,
reporting o more 1easu:re t:tme than a.verage. |

Another l&rge child type, the Aggressi’\re-fBackward Isola:bes 3 compris:.ng
21&% of the r_sample , thowed more pethological beha:v:.or., -bha.n the two types
above. The pa,ttern these children presented sugges-l,ed developmenta.l problems
and pOSSlbly mild organic dy'si‘unc\ion. _ Poss:.bly as a result of suoh prob;l.ems )
these ch.n.ld.;‘en exhibited trou_bled. reletionships vr.i.th o‘bhers. This grou;
contained significantly more than a.vorage Spanish-speeking children and

. cignificantly lesc White children. Poychiatrists évalunted a high Mi% as

. ‘.“ S o . A R
morked or severely impaired, énd while their treatment referral rate was

-
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h:.gher thar’ average, only 28% had been referred.” lfathers of these children
tended 'bc be ‘trad:ﬁ:_mnal and restrictive.in their child.-rea.ring practices.
The Delinquent-Aggressives"vraz.e the only. other sizea.ble ch:le type,
-containing a.bout 6% of the sample. These chlldren hed h:.gh eleva.tlons on'
many of the ch:le. factors measur_ng pa.thologlcal behaviors, but paxtlcd‘larly
‘on the f:Lg,ht:Lng a.nd delinquency variables and those va.rlables mee.sur:.ng
‘aggress:we :Lnterp"ersona.l relationships. Psychla.tnc eva.lua.tlons n_nd.lca.ted
749 to be markedly oz"\él?'v_e're]y impaired, with only 51% referred for treat-
ment. Twenbty-eight. percent had been in trouble with the police , and 20%
were rgported to have low or failing grade:s. Mothers ‘of these ch:.ldren
tended to have high rabes on the Nother's Physical and Emotional Tllness
factor, and they exhibited coldness ond excitebility toward their children,
Three other child types were cierived,r but proportions in each groﬁp
were small: DRelusional, 20%, Self and Other Destructive, 1.6%; and Highly

Impaired, 1,7%. The reeder is referred to the text above for specifics on

>

thesé three child types.

v ' ' Aésocia.ﬁions Between Family Types and Child Types B
After the development of the femily and ch:x.ld typolog:!.es , & final
R statistical analysis :anolved the establislment of the degree of significant |
' aséociation between the two typologies. These associations were_detqnginsad

B §

by use .of the Chi-square “test in‘which a X2 value equal to or greater then

four was considered as rejecting the null hypothesis (this value is the sig-
nificance value necessary at p= .05, d.f. = l).. Teble 6 is the contingency "

table of the family types by the child types, and also gives the significant

¥ associations.




Teble 6

v 1}8

¥ "0 in a cell :mdice.tea an_overrepresentation of cases,

[Kcindicates an underreprescn‘co.tn.on of cases (cells with CHI Square values >k),

N  WELFARE FAMIIY TYPES BY WEIFARE CHIID TYFES
' DEVELOPED FROM HIERARCHICATL, FROFIIE ANATYSIS* .
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- The sign:u.f:mant over- and under—-representa.tlon in the famlly types of.

R . chn.ld_ren cla.sslfled into the va.rlous ch::.ld types wass\:m no W out of accord
L ‘ N
’ '-'m.th the trends in the dateas esta.bl:s.shed a'bova. Sitrong a.nd consistent re‘li\a'-

‘ . t« W
- .7 L tionsh:.ps were seen between fami_s( types J.nd:n.cagfve of certa.n.n pathologles, :

" and chlld.ren m.th behew:Lors tha.t could be pred:.cted on the 'ba.s::.s of tha.t

'pathology. v g ‘ _ e o o e

“.,-8 \\

S . ' The finding of p&rtlcular interest for this report was that for Fa.mlly . [ '

/
. Type E,- Exbremely Dlsrupted Homes wlt’h 'Mother Surrogates, no child type wa.s

> ,

31gn1£icantly over- or under-represented ThlS wmﬂ,d suggest that the up-

'rootn.ng process in a. ch:l.ld's l:v.fe P tg the extent of 11v1ng w:.thout elther

natural pa.rent is not as mportant for his beha.vior as the factors a.ssocn.a.— : v
}1 ¥

ted with the. uproot:.ng. In contrast to,the da.srupted :ﬁ'am:.ly type (B) was

| Fenily Type C,, Discordant Homes v:Lth Emotlona:L‘ly-I].’L Mothers , Wwhich conta.ined
PR roughly the seme proportlon‘of father-flgures (17%) Family ’I,‘ype c contaa.ned

. an oVer-reprefentatlon of”%he fou.r most pathologlcal child types: Delusiona.l, .
Delinquent-Aggressive, SefL‘E a.nd Other Destructlve, and nghly T.mpa,ired
Further , this family type conta.::.ned a s1gn:Lf1cant under-representation of

" one-of the hedlthiest Chlld types, the MJ.ldJ.y Dependent children. \

‘ Fam:.]y Type A, Spa.nish-speak:l.ng Traditlonal, also conta.med an under-a

- representation of the Mildly Dependent ch;:.ldren, ‘but this fa:m:.]y type wes

& over-represented on the Aggressute Backward. ISolate chlldren. Here' the link.

-

e between a.ss:milatlon problems, extremely poor l:.v:.ng cOndit:.ons, a.nd child

‘behav::.or seemed’ appa.rent

e . v

The Intact, Atypical Welfare family type represented an.interesting group, -

but the sma.].l mimber in this type was a 1imiting factor.. ‘ Itwas shown ebove .

h

that: chlldrem in this fann:l.y type tended to show more of the traditiona].]y

nmiddle class 'beha.viors of competltion and independence. I-IOWever, while the ,

<
9




: 'child.ren raised- :mI fema.le-headed households. (See Touis’ Kriesberg's study

, : %
Compet:.tn.ve—mdependent childrj;yfoerms‘ over-represented :Ln this :f.‘am:n.ly ty;pe
4'so was the Del:anuent-Aggressrve child type, perha.ps :md:rcat:.an tha.tt some of n

these :mdependent children were walking a narrow l:Lne between socially . -

*a.pproved and unapproved behgyvior, 2(1 M“

I‘lnally , Family Type D, More Educated Well-Ad:]usted Mothers, Non-Span-~

; ¢
gish-sﬁea.lging, conta.ined children with the hea.lth:.est distribution of child

types. In this femily ‘type the 11141y Dependent children were significantly -
over-represented, and the more pa.thologn cal Aggressive Ba.ckwa.rd Isolate,

:D_e_:‘l.us:.onal, Delmquent-Aggressive, and ‘Highly Impalred child types were

‘ uzfder-represented However, the fact that the Competitive-]‘.ndependents, a

hea.lthy chiild type showing same of the qualities.that would be benefdcial

in breaking out of the poverty e.nd We]i‘are cycle R Were not bover--repressented St

A.}‘or this relatlvely‘hea.lthy family type deserves further study. It has been .,

suggested that the s1ngle—pa.ren‘b home , end its meny correlates, is related

06 the child's lower motivat:.onal level, Parker and IG.einer12 for example,
found that mothers in broken families had lower goal striving for themselves and
for their children then mothers in intact homes. They yéncluded that this

may have :impor'bant impldcation‘s for the e.chievement'—re]ra.ted attitudes of

for a dlfferent a.:pproach to this problem 7 )

R SIMVIARY AND IIvE’LICATIONS oF THIJ RDSI}ARCH

3

researche:r:'sIL in ‘the area of single-parent families have cbserved that -

the disadvantwev of the chlldren ._n these home:; tend to be so great a.nd varied

‘that it is d;ffloult to tease out, ca.usa.l factors. In approsching the problem,
\,

. dn.fferont statn.st:ucal analyses ha.ve d:.fi‘erent strengths and weaknesses. While

the hierarchical profile a.na];rcls desie;n did not allow causal interpretations

of sources of dlfference.; in fa:na.:l.ies s 1t did, on the other hand, give a good

qverall :meressmon of the de.ta. and its nnterrclatronships. I‘ive dmtinct 53 ‘

1
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‘types thet were similarly derived.

,a.ppea.r to be more impaired then the average Weli‘a.re child

| ba'ck@;round varieble was elso of interest here.

- Welfare fam:Lly types emerged with cons:.dera.’ble dlffercnce 1n the nature a.nd

amount of patholoey each containsd. The seme was true for seven Welfare child

ahin .
_“_', foe

. ' - Wi . o '
In these date, in terms of distinguishing types ‘of families,- the single-

p&reﬁt dimension (@bsence of a father-figu.re in the home, 73%'of‘ the 1000 . .

ca.ses) did not appear to be asrelated a verlable as vihether or not “the child

Jl'

wes in the care of his natural zother. The family “type Exbremely Disrupted

Homes with Mother Su.rrogates wa° dz.st:mct in, the i‘a.ct that it cons:Lsted pri-

marily of homes where the mother waeg talking care of someone else 8 c?;n.ld (the

study child.\ These °urrogate mothers ) aside from ben.ng exbremely pese:r.mistic ‘

»

about their ability to get off ke]i‘a.re ) were, fa.p.rly cha.racterlstic of the

Welfare sample as & whole on a range oi‘*social and beha.noral va.rla.bles. ., More

dmportant, the children in this fanily pr@flle aJ.so reflected the Bemple aver-

u'

age in terms of their behav-ior ard develébment Tbat is, ?e child.ren dété. not
3

-8 'resulf, of -

Jiv:ing w:Lth a surrogate pa.rent .

(&

On the other hand, the most, hlghly impan.red children ff the sample “fell
very clea.rly into one family fﬂh e mnere they were largely :I:n the-care of their

na:lrura.l mothers: Discordant Hcmgas with Emotionally-I1l Mothers.

—

then, eppeared to be a reflecti'ox’:" of their phrenta. Threo out of four of- these

children were rated marked..‘ly or ..evercly impajred, and they tend.ed to bé

0

}

dehnquent-e.ggress;we children. B&‘t}n mbthers and child.ren in th:.s} pz%fl

rates i‘or this famlly 'by‘pe and ot 1608 were extremely inadequu:he. The ethnic

This extremely pa.thologioay

N

profile contained a significa.nt over-r@esentabim of White families|

_ Ethnicity generam} was a strong Pariable in delineating the familj

* profiles, pa.r'biculﬂrly in relatjon t3 the Spaniah-spea.ldng families, which

Y

.

These children,

/ s.gt -
appeared to be the most in need oﬁ‘ treatment :mtervention.. cnﬁa 1brea:l:meift: —z;, Lo

T 3
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. : Loe g K

tended £ clust ter in a partlcula-" famlly type (spam_sh—Speaklng, Tradltlonal)

. of the :E‘amlla_es W:Lthout father-:f;_rrures.

Here the welght of severaLSoc:La" varlables seemed to be malung :Ltself felt:

language and acculturaolon proble,rs, extremely low incomes (.and thus probab],y

exﬁremely poor food su'oplles for the :f.‘am:.]y members), low educatlon, and 80%

Further, the Welfa.re da.ta for th1s :

fam:l.ly type :1.nd.1cated a dlsproportlonately hlgh incidence rate of hard-cqre

N

Welfare cJ:Lents. ThlS :mfo:cmatv on in tetal suggests a s;Ltuat:Lon where the

need for large scale soc:La.l mtex'ventlon is obv10us. More dlLrect :Lnterven—

t:Lon appeared necessa.ry for the children in this famlly type,many of Whom ¥

‘ Were class:Lf:Led as Agg-ess:we Backward Isolates.

On a more opt_mstlc note, nearly half of the fam:.lles (116%) fell into a

prof11e~ mth rela:..:!.vely llttle pathology (More-Educated We]_'L-Ad,justed Mothers, :

non-Spa.n:Lsh—Speakmg) Mothers in this type (74% of whom Jwere single paxrents)

appeared hea.lth;y and. apneared to be rearmg healthy ch:leren who were do:l_ng

The children, though, Were not hlgh on competltlveness or
\w

formal group actlv:l.ty, a.nd seemed to find mos:‘e support at home than in the

WeIL'L in s¢hool,

la?rger soc:Lal env:_ronment ThlS famlly type, then, appea:ced to be a prime
ta.rget for :Lnterventlon in the area of employment :anentlves ,»:mcreased Day -
W )

Care fac:Ll:Ltles, and career counsel_'mg for the ch.lldren. Frz;ﬁl these data,

»3(

that they were’ largely s:Lngle-parent homes d:Ld not" :m 1tself appea:r problematlc.

© i 3
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‘ APPF‘NDDC I

GENERAI: S”UDX‘ METHODOIDGY

Samplﬂé @rocedxﬁ? Cross—seculonal Sample. _ The sample e.rea was de-

f:med as. the a:cea between Houston Street a.nd 125th Street on: the East and

West s:r.des of Manhattan, New York Clty. ThlS a.rea :anluded all maaor ethnlc‘
: fand :anome groups of Ma.nhattan. The sample was broken down ‘mto health areds ,' it**::%“"f;"?
~ blocks m.th:_n eaoh health a.rea, ano. dwell:r.ng wnits in ea.ch block. The total ‘ Y
numbe,c of dwel_{mg unlts in each block was translated into terms of clusters - : g_‘ :

Sl where, on the average, each cluster cons1sted of elght dwell:Lng unlts. Thus )

the sample was one of systematlc cluster sampl:u.ng, stratlfred by health area.

o ¢

" Yhen a household w:Lth an eligible Chlld (between the ages of six and 18) fell
- :mto the sample, an appo:.ntment was made for & tra:Lned mterv:n.ewer (matched

: T - by ethnic background where possible) to come a.nd 1nterv:1.ew the mother of a

b y i ~ u

. randomlv selected ch1ld m.thln the household The sample was completed w1th '

>

. the relatlvely low refusal rate ciﬂ.ls 6%, Y : o 4, : Lo
:The breakdown by the ma,Jor eohmc groups of the final Cross sectlona.l ‘

R R sample“‘f‘IO’le children was 56% White, 29% Spanlsh—spea.klng, 1he Black, a.nd

1% Other. The total sample was composed of 52% males and 489 females. Since
it was a random sample, the number ‘of males a.nd females was falr]y eve‘nlv
: _d:Lstrlbuted 8cross the 13 age grouos from six to 18 yea.rs of age. '

Sampllng Procedure We]ia.re ;C.DCo Sample. The ADC households were ran- -

'-domJ;y' selected from Welfa.re lists. whlch covered the ‘seme area of Menhattan '

as that of the Cross sectlona.l sample. The sample was stratlfa,ed oy eth.nlc )

"backgrorund to approxmate equal thirds of the maaor ethnic: groups (27% Whlte s
v 37% Black, 36% Spanlsh-Spealung) in the f:mal sauple oi‘ lOOO ch:leren. As in -
the Cross -section, if there was more:than one el:Lglble chlld Wl‘thln the house-

BL_" .
i ﬁold a random selectlon pa‘ézﬁern was used to determ:.ne whlch ch1ld would be




. the focus of the mother s 1ntervie"r. 'I'he final sample was cdni:osed of 51%‘

' males and_ Loty females. Once again the sample wa.s rather evenly chstrlbuted
' ".by sex ‘a.cross the 13.age groups. The refusal rate for this sample was

e:Lght percent

v

e The Mother s Q,uestlonnalre. ho hers were :mtemewed for an average

“«
.

Y of&two and one-fou.rth hours about the randomly selected child. The ques‘~-

tlonna:Lre was, for the most part, a stmctured 1nstrmnent with _same verba-
.(_._a« v

tim response material 1ncluded. - The questlonnalre was designed to e11C1t

\

' “information on'the de’velopnient and current behavior of the-child z;speets

-
-

- of pa.rental.cha{acter and the ma.r:'.tc.l relatlonshlp 5 chlld-re,a.r:mg practices,
a broad range Q.; demographic variebles, > a.nd psychlatrlc trea;tment status of
the - famlly members. The questlonna_reﬂs for the We]i‘a.re and Cross—sectlona.l
.studies were :Ldentlcal except for an additional sect:Lon in the Welfare ques-~
tiomnaire on attitudes about Welfere, qpubllc' assistance h1story, Jjob tra.J.n-‘
ing, end birth control. | |

- ' . Child Behavior Factors. Eighteen child behavior fa.ctors were factor-

v | analy—blca:l_'l.y dev,eloped from the Cross-sectlon mother's questlonna.:l_re. A |

- total of 287 child behavior 1tems in the questlonnan_re were . factor—analyzed

u.s:n_ng a pr:.nc:n.pal—components method le’th va.rmax rotatlon, to f:.na]ly ‘form :*%v” .
, v 18 prthogonal factors: w:Lth a- total of 221 items., Tbems :.ncluded in the

factors ‘ha.d load_’mgs of at least 20 The 18 child, behav-J.or :'c‘”a.ctors w:Lth

two ‘top-loaded 1tems on each factor g:Lven as examples of content, are l:Lsted o

) _v_mth their rellabll:.ty' COeff1c1ents in Table C. B

Parental Factors .and Parent-Child Factors. ‘Characteristics of.the

h

parents and theirwéys‘ of relating to the child were compared across samples

via eight parental factors and five pa.rent-'-chiLJ,d factors. The eight parental

.

. : ' r 8 AN
. N Tor . . w - Lo
A o ._ . " 1




A

v‘."'rfach:rs 5 with a to‘bai item membersﬁip of 91 items, were.’develoﬁed by factor -

: lana;lysis of the original 105 items in fhe questionna‘:i‘:rpp'-‘dealing w'ith-theﬂ_,
v'qualitj of the marital relationship, the character aﬁ%*p%rsoﬁalitj of the |
'mathef“aﬁd father ,‘ and the mother's ﬁéychiatric symﬁtomatology. ' The 91

1tems 1n the q_uest:.orma:l_re which dealt with the way the parents behaved
towa.rd the child were factor a.na.lyved into f:.ve pa.rent-chlld factors com~
v-prls:mg a total. of 81.items, e pag nta.l_ and parent—_ch:_.ld_factoz;s » With

"two highly loaded items for 'ngﬁheir reliability coefficients are

given :Ln Tables A a.ndlB,. respectively. The fagtor analysis of pa.:;'ent énd
payent-child 'itéms from the questiommaire was conducted on ‘the U,C;ross—.sectional
sampie item pool. ’The 'We]_'f‘a;*e\ Sample data were recoded and scored on each . . Q

item, as was the case on the 18 child behavior factors.

Ratings of Children by Psychiatrists. A computer summary of the 654 child

behav:Lor 1tems in the mother 8 quest:.onnalre was used by psychiatrists on the researchi

]

team to rate each child on ten 5-point impairment scales wa.thout access to

dat_a bea.rlng on elther the social background of the ¥hild or characteristics '

of theﬁ femily. The five points on each. scale were é;'s Pfollows: - l = well (no - ;
impairment) or minimal impairment; 2 = mild ﬁpaiment; 3 = moderate impair~
ment; Y = marked :impa.iment;os = sévere‘ impairment. for the purpose 6f this ., . "
pape’r," only the total impairment ré.ting (TIR), a global rating 6f: the child’s

_ impairment, was used.

‘-‘ . ’ : -
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4

.*N ie the nmudber .of items in the fi:u.c{'.o_r.

. ’ Thq Elght Parenw.l Factor s with represensative items aﬁd,their factor
"oadln,ss end the. re_'b abl.a'ﬁ" coefficient of the faetor -
- I ' \) ‘ ' ‘\-.
.': o 4. , L | : | ; : CorrelatJ.on Re..leblll’cJ
" 3 Factor - ‘ Contept? - with I'a.cnor Scove Coeff:.clent
: 1 Isolated Parents Parents have ‘*10' close friends or 538‘;, .,71_;,
{(*4=9) few close friends end ok
S hzve visitors or VlSl‘t less than once .34 ‘
‘ . . a.mon’ch ;
-2 Unha*omj I'.arrlage Parents say that the:Lr marriage is 67T | T .8'§ |
' (w¥=10) .. an unheppy one and ' Lo
“ « “that they are more unhanpy than - .60
the:Lr f‘r:\.ends
3 Mother's Phyalcel Mother s health is poor. | | .59 81
" end Mother has. perlods when she c'a.n't get N :
Emotlonal Illness going .5l
(N—l]) feels weak 211 over-and [ - .52
~ is often bot‘he_'redv_ by nervousness .51 -
. v ™~
‘ ’-I- Unlelsurel,/ Parents Parents 'do not have free time or
(w=18) - "~ don't tse it for o
music e '_’_4 .50 .83
reaéIlng oh‘9 )
) + - arts and handierafts 27
They do not belong to groups or clu‘os " .32
5 Mother's Econoric Mother would Like to have l‘rer ovn home 46 ‘ .68
Dissatisfaction and other possessions .)’55 :
(1=13) . A
o . A R o
6 Perents' Querrels = Hother is hot satisfied wifh Her o7 A . |
(R=1L). husband and > w ~ .51 RS - S
~ herself ..ho .
) I'am:.ly dlsag:eeicmts aﬁeﬁf&over mon°y' .30
, free time end .28
- { he:n nusband.’ occuoatlon .25 .
7 Fusband 111, and . The huaband is 111 and RN 5 } .69
U:Luhtdr"*m” >Zfinr..:c:cec-- does not 'show affection easily to o
t.ufo*zc_te Hapriege " his wife o iy
(11'—8) ' . .
8 "‘rrrdzs tlonal 1la.rﬁ~1‘..ge B"lﬁg a parent is the most morta.nt A2 66 i
(r=9)" role tor both parents R
Mother attends religious sem«.es RN R

freauentl,f

80




.The 'Five Parent-Child Faoctors

factor load_mcs a.nd the relia b._l.luj coefficient of thé"factoz;.' .

. ;;Faci:or :

1 | Parents Cold

2 Hother Traditiorial .

A,
&

(#M=11)

.
Restrictive

' (N=21.). )

P e ¢

3 Parents Pun;t:.ve
(=15) - "

L Mother %}ugyoz’b;lvé-.

Directing
(11=18)

- ’,

- 5 ¥other Excitable-

Rejecting
(¥=15)

\ .

= TABIE B

Correlation

. person when handling child

#1f is the number of items in the factor.

61

with representative items and their

- Content : with Factor Score
A
Porents rorely hug and kiss b3l
the child or - > oL
' show affection easily to 'bhe chNa s 4o
Mother is not informed tlrough books, .71
megazines, or media about children
She gives bizarre explenations about .50
.- 8eX - warng tae child about sex .-
She views being "quiet and well-be- 27 .
haved" as irportent - o o
Parents spank child vith a strap onc'7 .63
, stick and
" often use depg}vation of privilegfes - .60
{lhen the child is upset or lonely, .53
-the mother tries to cheer h:un up and -
distract him A2
. Wnen the child is rcbell:.ous the :
mother does not try to change him b5
but tries to.talk %o hinm about it .36
Mother often screams at Chlld - .39
is very changeable in handling him, .37
and regards self &s on excitable .31

I.. 58‘

| Reli e.'bllg.

-.u '79 ’

Coef n.cn%

77
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- - . TABLE C a
“ » : o .. . e L)
The E:'g.ghteen Ciild Behavior Factors with representative items and
' . E . ' +their factor loadings and the reliebility eoefficient of -the factor.
\ § _ Correlation - Reliabilil
C A Content ' ® with Factor Score Coefficie
K Masturbates often , 65 . .76
Likes to see parents undressed .59 ‘
285 lf-_:ceuructlve Talfcs"about_ %illing himself now T2 . .8y
Yeadencies " Palked about death recen‘cly . BT T S
11—-6 , e , s
‘ e =) A ' . ) o
3 “ent a‘clon Problems Mz_m_s up words and has : - W5 ,87
(N—Zl) o Trouble renmermbering thlngs , ' .50 : .
L Confllcn with : Often blcws up easily vith Mother .62 B .ol
 Parents R and’ Father _ Y { ' ¥
(1\1_.38) . i , o 7 I y -
. 35 Deoewdence- _© Hever ects independently of Mother .76 .92
Unassertiveness and Father . o T : '
(n=9) . - :
6 Fegrassive Anxiety Has meny fears . - _ - ~.51 . 88
- (u=2k) - Oi‘ten wakes up in a panic A9
T Group Hembership Is not a menmser of an organl zed group 59 ..73% i
Welaic nor an officer ' : L SR
(i1=6). _ S oo
| -~ 8 tion-Compulsive Never checks on things several times ~-.55 ' 77
S (w=15) - nor is concerned with being on time ~.5L
9 Training | Tate bladder combtrol and .60 .75 |
Difficulties Late bowel coatrol , - WH9 ‘
(11=7) |
10 Undemandingness Never asks mother to be, ’c.,..ken places .82 L 8L '~
(11=6) or to spend time with h_h . .79 .
11 Repé’;i’cive - O"ten whirls, spins and .65 ' 478 ]
Motor Behavior bangs }'1 s heed - .61 : : ’
(=7) . ’ v
12 Fighting Teases other children and .57 © .50
(M=21 . doesd rot get along with other children .56 '
. Lt school : '
13 Dalusions-~ . Mlears peculier sounds or voices in head .63 62 W72 |
s Hallucinations Sees, hears, smells things oL,hers do not .56 }
o {u=7) e . SR
~ERIC . B o o | E (continue
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- e . TABIE C' (Continued) S . “
N ~ ' | - i | ' -
. : L . . Correlation k, o Pellq'b;.lli
Factor R Content - with Factor Score Coe;.vlcle
1} Competition m.ﬁch"?' Often competes with Father and 76 . o .87
thers ' Mother » _ T =
(m=lt) : ‘ ‘
15 Delinquency Smokes and A .56 : - .86
+ (N=19) Plays hgokey ‘ . .55 '
16 Conflict with Blows up easily with sibs and .68 S .83
. Siblings" often expresses anger toward them 66 ' : o
_ (v=10) o o
17 Lete Development Begen to walk late snd . + ©  .=.56 . 69
(=6)  berdly moved about at all as a babJ -.55 V
18 Isolation ' Often pla.ys glone and - .56 : . .79
(m=9) - ' doesn't keep a friend a year or more .55 o )
#Y is the number of items in the factor.
» . ;,'
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